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The purpose of this research was to examine the effects of interrogator style and
presence of an interviewee's trusted person on interrogative suggestibility. One hundred
and eighty undergraduate students were randomly assigned to one of six experimental
conditions: interrogator style (friendly vs. formal vs. unfriendly) and presence of an
interviewee’s trusted person (present vs. absent). Participants worked on the interrogative

suggestibility measurement procedure (Gudjonsson, 1997).

Results show that:

1. Participants in the unfriendly condition have significantly higher suggestibility
(Yield 1, Yield 2, Total suggestibility) than participants in the formal condition (p < .001, p <
001, p < .01, respectively).

2. There are no significant differences of suggestibility scores between the formal
condition and the friendly condition.

3. Participants without a trusted person have significantly higher suggestibility
(Yield 1, Yield 2, Total suggestibility) than participants with a trusted person (p < .01, p <
.001, p < .01, respectively).

4. There is no significant difference between participants without a trusted person
in the unfriendly condition and participants with a trusted person in the unfriendly
condition.

5. There is no interaction between interrogator style and presence of an

interviewee’s trusted person on interrogative suggestibility.





